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TheExecutiveCommitteeoftheConferenceonCollegeCompositionand
Communicationapprovedastatementin2000,endorsedbytheTESOL
BoardofDirectorsin2001,affirmingthat,becauseofadditionalfeedback
andconferencedemands,thereisaneedtoreducestudentenrollmentin
writingclasseswithsecond-1anguage(SL)Iearnersandtolimitwriting
classestoamaximumof15whenalllearnersareSLstudents.Thispaper
brieflyexploresahistoryofSLtheoryandpedagogyandofferscommentary
insupportofthataffirmation.
"Sinceworkingwithsecond-1anguagewritersoftenrequires
additionalfeedbackandconferencetimewiththeinstructor,
enrollmentsinmainstreamwritingclasseswithasubstantial
numberofsecond-1anguagewritersshouldbereduced;in
classesmadeupexclusivelyofsecond-languagewriters,
enrollmentsshouldbelimitedtoamaximumof15students
perclass."(CCCCExecutiveCommittee,2006,p.12)
I.Introduction
Tomostsecondlanguage(SL)teachersandthosewhohavebeen
followingdevelopmentsinthefield,theissuanceoftheabovestatement
originallyapprovedbytheExecutiveCommitteeoftheConferenceon
CollegeCompositionandCommunicationin2000andendorsedbythe
TESOLBoardofDirectorsin2001(ibid.,p.13)shouldcomeaslittle
surprise.Aprofessionalorganizationsince1949,theCCCCconcernsitself
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with"support[ing]awiderangeofresearchoncomposition,communication,
andrhetoric; "'work[ing]toenhancetheconditionsforlearningand
teachingcollegecompositionandtopromoteprofessionaldevelopment;
andact[ing]asanadvocateforlanguageandliteracyeducationnationally
andinternationally"(CCCC,n.d.).Forthismission,thisorganizationhas,
withmanifestvigor,encouragedprofessionalparticipationinthefieldby
providingscholarshipsandawardstoacadernicsaswellasforumsfor
discussionofrelevantissuesinitsjournalsandatitsconventions.Resolute
CCCCand,asweshallsee,TESOLinterestineffectiveSLwritingpedagogy
isevident.
TESOL,whichdetacheditselffromtheCCCCin1966inordertoforman
independentprofessionalorganizationwhichcouldfocusonissuesspecific
toL2Englishlearners,hasexhibitedthesameprofessionalvitality,gathering
acommunityofteachersandresearcherswhohavededicatedthemselves
toexploringthetheoreticalissuesthatariseinESL/EFLandworking
towardstheexpressionoftheirresearchresultsintheL2classroom.
TESOLhasalsotakenapro-activestancetowardsL2-relatedissuesand
continuedprofessionalisminthefield,asevidencedbyitslargenumberof
positionstatements,includingitsJune2003affirmationthat"qualifiedESL
andEFLeducatorsshouldbeawareofcurrenttrendsandresearchand
theirinstructionalimplicationsinthefieldsoflinguistics,secondlanguage
acquisition,sociolinguistics,Ianguagepedagogyandmethodology,Iiteracy
development,assessment,andcross-culturalcommunication"(TESOL
BoardofDirectors,2003)anditslateronethat"researchfindingscanserve
asthebasisforsoundeducationalpolicies"(TESOLBoardofDirectors,
2005).
Now,fewseriousprofessionalswoulddenythatthepurposeofacademic
organizationsistopromotetheexchangeofideasamongparticipants,to
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disseminaterelevantresearchthroughcouferencesandjournals,and,when
applicableandviable,tousethatresearchasabasistoimprovethequality
oflifeinsocietythroughservices,includingeducation.Theseprofessional
organizationsarecommunityleaderswhichprovideresearch-based
guidelinessuchastheSLwritingclassformulathattheCCCCandTESOL
haveaffirmed.Thoughevolvinganddebatable,guidelinesofthistypeare
expectedandoftenappreciatedbytheacademiccommunity(andbyothers
towhomtheseissuesaresignliicant),whichinturncanplayitspartinthe
determinationoftheirappropriatenessforlocalconditionsandtheneedfor
theirimplementationintheclassroomorelsewhere,unlessanduntilthe
empiricalevidenceandtheoriesonwhichtheyarebasedarerepudiatedor
refuted.
However,apartiromtheroleofacademicleadershipthathasmotivated
theCCCCtoformulateandTESOLtoendorsethestatementwhichwehave
readabove,thereisamoreexperientialreasonwhythisannouncement
doesnotsurpriseconcernedprofessionals.TheyknowthattheSLwriting
curriculathathaveevolvedalongwiththetheoreticaldevelopmentsinthe
fieldrequirecarefullycraftedandconstantguidancetomeettheneedsofSL
studentsintheformofcoursepreparationandwrittenandoralresponseto
studentworkbecause"mostsecond-1anguagewritersarestillintheprocess
ofacquiringsyntacticandlexicalcompetence-aprocessthatwilltakea
liietime"'[andwhichis]oftenmoreintense"(CCCCExecutiveCommittee,
2006,p.1D.TheyalsoknowthatlargeSLwritingclassesmakeitdifficult
forteacherstosupplyeffectivewrittenandoralresponse,whichcanmakeit
lesslikelythatstudentswillgrowwiththeiracademicexperiences.
Thepurposeofthispaper,then,istoexploretheimpetusthatliesbehind
theaffirmationthatthereisaneedtolimitenrollmentsintheSLwriting
classroombecauseoffeedbackandconferencedemands.Innowaydoes
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thepapermeantoreprehendanyspecificacademicinstitutionfornotdoing
so.Thiswriterhasbeenfortunatetohavetaughtatacademicinstitutions
whereadministrativeofficialshaverespondedfavorablytorequestsfor
enrollmentlimits.Rather,thispapershouldbeunderstoodasanobjective
attempttoexplainthepositionthattheCCCCandTESOLhavetakenthat
hasledthemtomaketheirstatement.Todoso,wewillfirsttakeabrief
100katthehistoricaldevelopmentofSLwritingtheory,afterwhichwewill
examinethenatureofSLwritingfeedbackandconferencing,andthensum
upwithcommentsonthedetrimentaleffectthatlargeclassescanhaveon
SLinstructioninviewofcurrentSLwritingtheoryandpedagogy.
II.SLWritingTheory
ToreachanunderstandingofcurrentSLwritingtheory,itisprobably
fruitfultogoback,asMatsudaargues(2001,2006),tothe19*hcentury,when
thefocusofsecond-languagestudieswasspokenlanguage.Writingwas
then"neglected"asafieldforseriousstudyinappliedlinguistics;therewas
a"strongemphasisontheprimacyofspokenlanguage";andwhenwriting
wastaught,therewasanemphasison"freecomposition"asopposedtothe
translationexercisesthathadtraditionallybeendone(Matsuda,2006,p.15).
Thisfocusonspokenlanguagemaintaineditsdominancewhen,tomeetthe
needsofthegreaternumbersofinternationalstudentsinU.S.universities
inthe1940s,1950s,and1960s,ESLpedagogymorphedintothebehavirorist
audio-lingualmethod,which"emphasizedinstructionofsoundstructures"
and"marginalized"writing(Fujieda,2006,p.61).Studentswhostudied
writingenteredspecialsectionsoffreshmanEnglishcompositioncourses,
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oftenconsideredremedial(Matsuda,2006,p.17)(1),wherethetheor~-based
pedagogicalfocuswasonafinalwrittenproduct,notonthecognitive/
sociologicalprocessesthatstudentshadtogothroughtoproduceit.
The1960ssawthegrowihofanawarenessoftheneedtoprovidemore
tailoredSLwritinginstruction,butthisresultedinawritingpedagogythat
"dealtwithaheavyfocusonsurface-errorimprovement,textmanipulation
intheformofdrills,productanalysis[ofmodeltexts],rejectingfree
compositionand,initially,anyideaofmeaningiullearnerautonomy"(Harris,
2007,p.99).Duringthisperiod,SLwritingfocusedfirstonsuchtextual
featuresasorthographyandsentence-1evelstructureand,Iater,onrhetorical
form,afterKaplan's1966contrastiverhetoricarticleinwhichheproposed
thatone'sL1backgroundcanhaveaneffectonone'sL2rhetoricalstyle.
Ashasbeensuggestedabove,thisledtoexercisesthatstressed"paragraph
completion,identificationoftopicandsupport,andscrambledparagraphs
toreorder"(Raimes,1991,p.409).InSLwritingresearchtheproduct
anditsmanipulationandimitationheldpreeminence,and,tothiswriter's
knowledge,therewasnosustainedinterestinwriting-as-a-processpedagogy,
though,asMatsudapointsout,therewasprocess-1ikethinkinginSLwriting
asreflectedinErazmus'(1960)discussionof"rapidwriting"(whichwasto
liberatestudentsfromattendingtogrammarerrorsandstylistics),Bri~re's
(1966)emphasison"quantityoverqualityinL2writinginstruction,"and
Arapoff's(1967)argumentthatwritingisanexperience(Matusda,2003,p.
76).Itis,however,indicativeofthepersistentholdofbehavioristpedagogy
oncontemporarySLwritingscholarsthatArapoffoffered,inatouchstone-
liketone,that"[b]yusingsentencesgleanedfromreadingthey[SLwriting
(1)Inthepresentmillennium,inaU.S.university,thiswriterhastaughtEnglish
compositionclasseswithmixedL1andL2students.Undoubtedly,thereareother
higherinstitutionswherethisisstilldone,despitethedifferentneedsofthe
students.
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students]canavoidmakinggrammaticalerrors"(ibid.,p.35)andthatRojas
wrotethat"[s]olongasthey[L2students]areunabletowritewithout
makingthekindofmistakesthatnativespeakersofEnglishwouldnever
make,theyneedtobegivenabundantdrill-typepracticeexercises"(1968,p.
127).
Withtheshiftfromabehavioraltoacognitiveapproachineducation,the
1970sand1980ssawasimilarshiftintheSLwritingliteraturefromafocus
ontheproduct,withwhichthestudentwriterattemptedtoapproximatea
moreperfectstandardandbywhichthesuccessofL2Ianguagedevelopment
mightbedetermined,tooneontheprocess,throughwhichthewriter
createdmeaning.TheSLresearchstageforthisshiftwasset,perhaps,by
VivianZamel's1976paperinwhichshearguedthatSLwritingstudents,just
likeL1students,canbenefitfromprocesswritingpedagogy,emphasizing
"writingasaprocessofdevelopingorganizationaswellasmeaning"and
inviting"inventionstrategies[suchasbrainstorming],multipledrafts,and
formativefeedback"(Matsuda,2006,p.20)inSLwritinginstruction.In
effect,thispedagogicalshiftfocusedonthecognitiveprocessesandself-
growihthroughwhichSLstudentsshouldgoastheylearnedtowritein
Englishand,consequently,expanded,orchanged,thenatureofSLIearner
responsibilitiesastheyengagedthemselvesintheheuristicactivitiesand
stepsthatwouldhelpthemsucceedinthisendeavor.Italso,asweare
seeing,increased,orchanged,thenatureofteacherresponsibilitiesasthese
professionalswerecalledupontoallythemselveswiththeprocess,providing
guidancetolearnersastheyworkedthroughtheactivitiesandstepsthat
hadbeendesignedtoimprovetheirEnglishwritingskills.
Thoughithasbeencogentlyexplainedbysomescholarsinthelatter
halfofthe20'~centuryandthebeginningofthe2lstthattherehavebeen
othershiftstowardscontentandreader,focusingonacademicexpectations
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(Raimes,op.cit.),ortowardsa"postmethodcondition,"encouragingusnot
toregardclassroomsandstudents"throughthespectaclesofapproaches
andtechniques"(Canagarajah,2006,p.20),atthispoint,whatshouldmatter
tous,forthepurposesofourargument,arethepedagogicalmethodsthat
havefilteredoutofthetheoreticaldiscussions.Thesenowacknowledgethe
primacyoftheindiviidualSLwriterwhoengagesinacognitive/sociological
process,withuniquewritingissuesstemmingfromdistinctlinguistic,
cultural,andpreparatorybackgrounds.Theyalsoacknowledge,asthe
CCCCandTESOLhaverecognized,aconsiderablerelianceonfeedbackand
conferencingtohelpgiveguidancetoSLIearnerswiththosebackgrounds.
Let'stakealookatthesetwomainstaysofSLwritingprogramsinorder
tounderstandbetterthechallengesSLwritingstudentsmayfaceinthe
learningprocessandtoappreciatefurthertheneedfortheproposedclass
limits,withoutwhichthesestudents'achievementscanbereduced.
~l.FeedbackandConferencing
Aswehaveseen,writingpedagogywentthroughashiftinthe1970s,
resultinginanemphasisonmultipledraftswiththeideathattheprocess
oflearningtowritewasagradualonewhichrequiredguidancethrough
teacherfeedback,whichofcoursecanbewrittenand,asweshalldiscuss
later,oral.Thoughthisdenialofthetotalimportanceofthefinalproducthas
attenuatedtosomedegree,aswiththeadmonitionthatwritersmustmeet
thedemandsoftheaudience(e.g.Raimes,op.cit.,pp.410-412),multi-drafts
arecoretoallSLwritingprogramsthathavebeenseriouslyinfluencedby
developmentsinSLwritingpedagogy.Studentsareessentiallyaskedtowrite
atleasttwo,butmoreoften,three,four,ormoredraftsofanassignmentand
theteacherprovideswrittenfeedback.Insomecases,thatfeedbackderives
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solelyfromtheteacherwhomayaddresscontentandstructureissuesin
thefirstdraft,"linguisticandmechanical"issuesinthesecond,withafinal
assessmentandgradeforthethird(e.g.Silva,2002,p.79).Inothercases,
aswiththiswriter,studentsmaybeaskedtodoin-classpeerevaluations/
correctionsofotherstudents'firstdrafts,thegoalbeingtoencourage
studentstoexpandtheirconceptionofaudienceandtointroducethemto
theideathattheteacherdoesnotalwayshavetobethesourceoffeedback.
Global,mechanical,andstructural,andcontentissuesareaddressedin
subsequentdraftsbytheteacher.
Writtenfeedbackistime-consumingandcancausefrustration,which
cangrowwithstudentnumbers,Ieadingtostudentandteacherburnout.In
writingcoursesinwhichstudentsareaskedtodo,forexarnple,four,five,
orevensixassignmentsinatypical12-14weeksemester,studentsarekept
constantlybusydoingrewritesafterreceivingfeedbackfromtheirteachers
(orpeers).Asassignmentoverlapsarequitepossible,withstudents
concurrentlysubmittinglaterdraftsofpreviousassignmentsandearlier
draftsoflaterones,teacherscanfindthemselvesinundatedbyaseemingly
unbrokenflowofdraftstowhichtheymustattendbydeadlinesthatthey
haveset.Notdoingthisinatimelymannercandisruptthestudentlearning
processwhichtheteachermayhavetriedtogovernthroughasyllabusand
theprogramthroughobjectives.Itcanalsoveryeasilyresultinabottleneck
accompaniedbyabuildupofstudentdraftsonwhichfeedbackmustbe
providedlaterinordertomeettheneedsanddemandsofthestudentsand
course.
Inprogramsinwhichwritingstudentsarerequiredtomakeperiodic
journalentriesandexchanges,asinthiswriter'sprogram,andinwhichthe
teacherintervenestoengagethestudentsindialogue,thereareadditional
demands.Journalsingeneralseemto"helpstudentsdeveloporganizational
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andanalyticalskillsandbecomeclearer,moreconvincingwriters"
(Hirayanagi,1998,p.6).TheyareusedinmanySLwritingprogramstohelp
developfluencyratherthanaccuracyandassuchoftenarenotcorrected
orrevisedsince,asCasanave(2004)pointsouts,"studentsaretestingtheir
owninterlanguagehypothesesabouttheirevolvingL2"(p.72).Thus,with
dialoguejournals,inwhichteachersinteractwiththeirstudents,teachers
providewrittenpromptsandresponsesinstudentjournalsonaregular
basis,whichrequirestimeandcarefulwording.Inthiswriter'suseofonline
dialoguejournalswithstudentsataJapaneseuniversity,studentjournalsare
accessedweeklyandresponsesaregiventostudententriesthatcanrange
iromtheirfamilymatters,totheirintimateexperienceswithmembersof
theoppositesex,andtotheirdeclarationsthatsuicideisnotanoption.Each
response,ordecisionnottorespond,mustbeconsideredcarefullyinviewof
theconsequencesthatitmightinduce.Inshort,thoughotherresearchers
havereportedonsuccesswithdialogueandothertypesofjournals(e.g.
Casanave,ibid.,p.73;Duppenthaler,2004a,2004b),thesewrittenactivities
requirewell-balancedandindiviidualizedattentionwhenresponsestostudent
entriesaremade.
Now,topauseamoment,itisimportanttounderstandthatwritten
feedbackcanbenon-corrective(orphatic)oritcanbecorrective.Both
non-correctiveandcorrectivewrittenfeedbackcanbeusedincomposition
assignments,though,asstatedabove,manyteachersmightonlymakenon-
correctiveremarksindialoguejournals.Theformertypeoffeedbackis
characterizedbyteachercommentswhichareideallymeanttoencourage
students,suchasGoodjob!,whereasthelattertypecanbebrokendowninto
directandindirectcorrectivefeedback.Withdirectcorrectivefeedback,
theteacherprovides,forexample,acorrectspellingormorphosyntactic
structureorappropriatelexemeinwrittenformonastudentdraft,which
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thestudenttranscribesontoasubsequentone.Withindirectcorrective
feedback,theteachercanuseasetofsymbols,suchasnumbers,toindicate
thetypeorerrorormerelyunderlineorcircletheerroronthestudent
drafttocalltheerrortothestudent'sattention.Thestudentistousethis
information,reflectingonwhichchangesneedtobemadeintheassignment.
Fewteacherswoulddenytheneedfornon-correctivewrittenfeedback.
Weneedtoencouragestudentsandletthemknowthatwearepaying
attentiontotheirefforts,andtheyseemtoappreciatethis.Moreover,
thoughtheissueofcorrectivefeedbackhasgivencauseforpolemicsin
theSLacademiccommunitywithsomeresearcherssuggestingthatdirect
feedbackmaynotengagestudentscognitively(e.g.Lalande,1982)and
othersmaintainingthatthereislittleevidencethatgrammar[corrective]
feedbackresultsinlongtermimprovement(Truscott:1996,1999),other
scholarsdisagree(e.g.Robb,Ross,andShortread,1986;Ferris,2006).
Thesedissentingacademicsinsistthatteachersmayindeedneedtogive
directcorrectivefeedbackespecially"whenstudentsareatbeginninglevels
ofEnglishlanguageproficiency,"(Ferris,2002,pp.63-64)andthatcorrective
feedbackitselfisnecessarytohelpstudentsavoidlinguisticfossilizations
oroverestimationoftheirknowledge(HiggsandClifford,1982;Scarcella,
1996:citedinFerris,ibid.,p.64).Withoutadoubt,manySLwritingteachers
continuetospendlonghoursengagedinstudentassignmentcorrection
becausetheyfeelitistheirprofessionalobligationtohelpstudentsimprove
theskillsthatareinvolved.Aswehavesuggestedbefore,thoughthistask
canbetime-consumingandfrustrating,itmustbedonemethodicallyto
helpstudents,topreventbackup,andtomeetcoursesyllabiandprogram
objectives.Unequivocally,inlargenon-1ecture-typeclassesofthiskind,these
pedagogicalandadministrativegoalsaremoredifficulttoachieve.
Atanyrate,untilwehavefurtherresearchprovidinguswithdefmitive
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answerstotheaboveissues,atthispointintimeperhapsitisprobablysafe
tosaythatweshouldrememberthatmoststudentsapparentlyappreciate
correctivefeedbackandthat,becausestudentslearninavarietyofways
atdifferentandsometimesunpredictabletimes,itisourresponsibilityto
helpthem"notice"theirlanguageissuesinwrittenformandoralform.
Also,inthisworldwheretheymayincreasinglybeheldaccountablefor
theirworkandfortheirsocialparticipation,orlackofeitherorboth,we
shouldencourageourwritingstudentstoberesponsibleforeditingtheir
assignments,whichwemaydothroughwrittenfeedbackbutwhichwecan
probablydobetterthroughconferences.
Thoughithasbeenpointedoutthatconferencefeedbackisnotalways
successful(GoldsteinandConrad,1990:citedinGoldstein,2006,p.186),
thereiscounterresearchthatindicatesthatconferencefeedbackfrom
teacherscanhaveapositiveeffect(Patthey-ChavezandFerris,1997:cited
inGoldstein,ibid.)andabeliefamongsomeresearchersthat,through
conferences,teachershavetheopportunitytorespondtothe"cultural,
educational,andwritingneedsoftheirstudents,clarifyingmeaningand
resolvmgambigulty"(Hyland&Hyland2006,p.5).Whatevertheresearch,
itisdifficulttoimagineexperiencedSLwritingteachersnothavimgreached
theconclusionthatoralfeedbackisimportantfortheirstudents.Students
maynotbeabletoreadateacher'swrittenfeedback,especiallyifitis
incursive(');studentsmaynotunderstandthefeedback,especiallyifit
islengthy;studentsmaynothavetheresourcestoactonthatfeedback,
especiallyifitrequireslinguistic,social,orconceptualskillsthattheyhave
notyetacquired;studentsmaynotwanttoactonthatfeedback,especially
(2)ThiscanbearealissueespeciallyinESL/EFLsituations,wherestudentsmay
nothavestudiedcursivewritingintheirlocalschoolsystemsorwheretheymay
evenbeuncornfortablewiththealphabet.Wemustalsorememberthat,bynature,
cursivehandwritingisnotstandardandthatitreflectsthewriter'sidiosyncrasies.
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ifitsmessageiscontrarytosomethingthattheyhavelearnedelsewhere;
and,finally,studentsmaybeoverloadedduetothedemandsofthecourse
andthenovelacademicexperiencesinwhichtheyareengagedandmay,
therefore,justnotrespondtoearlieradvice.Somehow,insomevenue,there
mustbesomeoralinteractionbetweenthestudentandteacher,whether
brieflyinahallwayor,preferably,morelengthilyinanoffice,classroom,
languagelab,orelsewhere.
Conferencescanbeconductedinsidetheclassroomoroutsideofit,for
exampleintheteacher'soffice.Whenreturningdraftsofassignments,this
writerconductsmini-conferenceswithindividualstudentsintheclassroom
whileotherstudentsareworkingonotheractivities.Essentially,duringthe
90-minuteclasssession,individualstudentsarereturnedtheircorrected
papersand,withtheseinfrontofthem,Iedintotalksthatcandealwith
issuesofideasandmeaning,vocabularychoice,grammar,mechanics,
paragraphformatandcontent,etc.Thisisdonewitheverydraftofan
assignment(exceptforthefirstone,whichisreadinclassbypeers),in2-
to5-0r-more-minutemini-sessions,thoughlaterdraftstendtorequireless
timebecausemanystudentshavemadeimprovements.Invariably,especially
withlargerclasses,itisnotpossibletoattendtoallstudentsduringtheclass
sessionandsotimeisspentafterclassinthethen-ernptyclassroom,ina
hallway,orbackinmyoffice,which,consonantwiththefairlyliberalopen-
doorpolicythatfacultymembershaveatmyinstitution,theyareinvitedto
visitwhenevertheyhavequestions.Inevitably,manydoandcanspendfrom
ninetoninetyminutesaskingquestionsanddiscussingissuesabouttheir
assignments.Manyalsoneedfurtherin-class/out-of-classclarificationof
explanationsthattheyhavenotunderstood.Inmyexperience,thetimeis
well-spentasevidencedbytheimprovementsthatstudentsmakeintheir
papersandbytheirincreasingwillingnesstointeractwiththeteacherto
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improvetheirwork,butitismademorechallengingwithlargernumbersof
students.
IV.ConcludingRemarks
Wehaveseenthatin2000theCCCCapprovedastatementbywhichit
declareditspositionregardingtheneedtolimitthenumberofstudentsin
writingclassroomswhicharepartiallyortotallycomposedofSLIearners
becauseofthenecessitytoprovidethemwithmorefeedbackandconference
timeandthatithasacknowledgedthat"theprocessofacquiringsyntactic
andlexicalcompetence"'[is]oftenmoreintense"(CCCCExecutive
Committee,op.cit.)forSLIearners.Wehavealsoseenthatin2001the
TESOLBoardofDirectorsendorsedthisstatementinagreementwiththat
positionandinacknowledgementofthedifficultiesthatSLstudentsfacein
theirendeavorstolearntowriteinanotherlanguage.Theadviceofthese
organizationsshouldbeseriouslyconsideredforimplementationbecause,if
itisnot,wemaynotbeofferingSLwritingstudentstheproperconditionsto
flourishinthelearningprocess.
MostESL/EFLteachersandotherperspicaciousprofessionals
understandthatSLeducationingeneralinvolvescarefulattentiontostudent
needsandresponsechoicesthatcangobeyondthatrequiredinfirst-
languageeducationbecausesocio-culturaldifferencescanmeanthatthe
cuesthatsignalfeelingsandthinkingcanbemisread,invitingconsequences
notnecessarilyintandemwithcoursegoals.Itisalsowellunderstood
thatSLwritingeducationinparticularinvolveswrittenandoralfeedback
andconferencesinordertoattendtothat"oftenmoreintense"Ianguage-
learningprocessthatSLstudentsexperienceinthedifferentstagesoftheir
assignments.Toignoretheseneedscanultimatelybe,aswearearguingin
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thispaper,detrimentaltothelearningprocess.
LargeSLwritingclasses,therefore,donotconformtocurrenttheoretical
andpedagogicalfindingsorwiththeadvicestemmingfromthesefindings
and,consequently,canbeconsideredproblematicandunfairtostudents.
SLwritinglearnersneedconstantwell-considereddirectioninwrittenand
oralform.Theyneedwrittenfeedbackontheirassignmentswhichmust
alwaysencouragethemtocontinuetheirstudiesandwhichmustprovide
themwiththeideasandpossiblecorrectionsthattheyneedtoprogress.
Theyneedoralfeedbackinandoutoftheclassroomtoprovidethemwith
thedoubleopportunitytograspandbuildupontheadvicetheymayhave
receivedinotherformsandforums.Theverynatureofthisfeedback,ofthis
attentionthatmustbegiventostudentsandtheirneeds,meansthatinlarge
SLwritingclassesteachereffortscanonlybediluted,reducingtheireffect
andresultinginlesslearningandtheconcomitantattenuatedcapabilities
thattheselearnerswillhavewithwhichtomakefuturecontributionstotheir
cornmunities.
Silvahasconcludedthat"[i]ngeneral,L2writer'stexts[are]Iessfluent
(fewerwords),Iessaccurate(moreerrors),andlesseffective(lower
holisticscores)"(1993,p.668)andhasaskedustorecallthat"L2writingis
strategically,rhetorically,andlinguisticallydifferentinimportantwaysfrom
Llwriting"(ibid.,p.669).Surely,thatiswhytheCCCCandTESOLhave
enjoinedusthroughtheirpositionstatementtolimitthenumberofstudents
inSLwritingclasses.
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